
Table M-2. IYJE responses to canmnts on Draft EIS (continued)

bmment Comments Responses

number

STATEMENT ~ R. LEWIS SHAW, P.E.

South Carol(na Departmnt of Health
and Envfronfnental Control

2600 Bull Street
Columbla, S.C. 29201

Novembr 14, 1983

Mr. M.J. Sires
Assistant Wanager for Health, Safe~ and Envlronmnt
DOE, Savannah River Operations Off Ice
Post Off lce Box A
Al ken, South Caroll na 29801

Ra : Canmnts on draft E IS.

Oear Mr. Sfres:

This office has mpletd Its revl - of the Draft EIS for
restart of L-Reactor, dated September 1983. In th!s
connect (on, the Departmnt offers the fo I Iwlng Cornwnts frw
var Ious program areas for your cons I derat Ion.

Bureau of Sol I d and Hazardous Uastes Manaqemnt.

FH-I 1. Page 4-22. A permit should b requlrd for disposal of
sludge frUM the Sanitary waste tr-tmnt plant (n the sludge
P (t near Centra I Shops area. I assure no other waste (s
hand led here.

FH-2 2. Page 4-37. Are any I Iqul ds hand Id In the IW level waste
bur(al area? Radlologlcal Health should be d(rectly Involved
w(th this area In I lght of their experience at Chem-Nuclear tn
Barnwel 1.

FH-3 3. Page 5-4. It ap~ars frw qm”d-water nun ftorl”g data
that the seepage basl ns In the F and H areas (fuel fabrlcatlon)
have al ready contaml nated ground water above I PDwS for Hg.
These bs i ns are under I “ter Im status as hazardous waste

The disposal of study fran the sanitary waste treatmnt plant
Is revered under the Clean Water Act. The sludge plt was In

opera+ ion f n 1979 when a construct (on permit was r.quested fran
SWHEC under the prov Is Ions of the C lean Water Act. A
resub(ttal of this permit request was made (n early 19B4.

No l~qulds containing radloadlvlti are bur(6d In the
Idu-level-u,aste turlal qound.

The State & %uth Caro I I na has baen not ( f I d a~t the nature
and extent of ground ~ater contaml nat Ion r-u It 1ng fram the use
of seepage hs I ns I n F-, H-, and M-Areas. A ground mater
fmnltorlng report IS suhltt~ quarter Iy to S~EC. t n
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fac( I (t(as. Wners and Werators of such fact I (tl& are
required to:

a. Notify, (n Wr(t(ng, the State w(thln seven (7) days of
such f(ndlng;

b. Determine the cause, If pass lble, amd;
c. hterml ne the extent or potent tal of contami nation and

dlscontl nw OpEratlon unt ( I the DepartIn6nt determ(n= what
action (s to ta taken.

I n I Ight of the above, the Department C3nnot concur with any
fncrernental fncrease of Hg levels In the grOund water. The El S
stat- that the ( ncreased Ieve I of Hg ( n the ground water (s
estlmtd to k 0.008 ppm.

4. Page 5-6. bat ash disposal actl vltles should k permltt6d
by the State.

Bureau of Radfoloqlca I Health.

Paragraph 4. 1.2.1

It (s stat6d that there wf I I ba ‘Irrore fr~uent” tar9et dfs-
char~ f rm the L-Reactor than f ran the other operat 1ng reac-
tors. WI I I the Increased act(v(ty make a qualitative differ-
ence I n the I evel of safety of the reactor operations 7 Was the
[ ncreased Ieve I of OPerat Ions been ref Iected I n the dose pro-
jections gfven In Appendix B? In particular, (s (t reflected
( n the f ncrementa I effects of the L-Reactor compared to the
c.veral I emlsslons of the Plant?

Paragraph 4. 1.2.2

Has any cons I derat Ion been g I ven to reducf n9 the dl schar~ Of
trl tfum fran the dfscharge b9s(ns (nto Steel Creek? What are
the a Iternat I VeS?

add(tlon, SCOHEC has Just Ccfnpleted Its rev(- of the SRP
,,wo”nd-water Protect Ion Implefnentat (on Plan. n mls acflon
plan WI I I ta the subject of a separate NEPA revimI. The
contl nued use of the F- and H-Area seepage basl ns Is telng

J

evaluated and this +OPIC WI I I k coverad (n the separate NEP
revfw of the SRP llOround-Water Protect Ion Implemntatlon
Plan..

A I so see the responses to Wwnts OA-6 and DA-7.

tial ash disposal actlvltles are rwulatd by the Resource
Conservat (on and Recovery Act of wh (ch act lvft(es control led @
the Atomic Energy Act are exmpt. Therefore, these act fvltl es
are not subJect w state permitting under R~A. AISCI see the
response to canmnt FH-1. DOE pract Ices W( I I be cunpat (b Ie
with SC reaut refnents.

More frequent target discharges ant(clpatd from L-Reactor
(Section 4.1.2.1 of the EIS) wIII not make a difference (n the
level of safety of reactor operations. The releases of radlo-

actlvlty from L-Reactor and assoc(at6d support facl Iltles are
hsed on the P Iannd operat I ng nude of the reStOr. Dose PrW
Jectlons In Appendix 8 are ksed on these ant Iclpatd re leases
and are ref Iected (n the Incremental effects of L-Reactor as
comwred to the o.eral I em(ss(ons of the p Ian+.

The source of most of the trlt [um expected to b dl scharged
f ran L-Reactor to seqage bs f ns (s the purge water f rm the
disassembly basin. The dlsassetily ksln IS the Iocatlon where
fuel and target elements are ternporarl Iy stored fol Iowl ng dls-
charga fran the reactor. Trlt (“m and other radlonuc I Ides are
carrl ed fnto the df sassembly &sln as process water adhering to
fuel and targ.at assembl les and as water of hydrat lon (n
alumlnum oxide on the assembles. WE has Imp I ementd masures
to ml nlmlze carryover of contamlnatd mderator to the
disassembly bsln.
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FH-7

FH-8

FH-9

Paragraph G.4. 1.19

Have any mdfflcatfons to the fuel charging and d(scharglng
wch 1ne ben rwul red as a resu It of the recent Incident durl ng
which an irradiated fuel elermnt was stuck between the reactor
and the dl scharge -nal for several hours? Are the conclusions
of this sect(on still valld?

Paragraph G.5.5

Are the P1 I I I nger and Marter ( 1982) dose convers Ion factor5
comparable to the dose conversion factors In Reg Gufde 1. 109?
Are they comparable to other standard dose conversion factors?

Paragraph H.2

Have the s (ze and shapw of ingest ton planning zones baen calcu-
lated?

The State WI I I determl me what areas shou I d b Included in any
emergency p Iann ( ng zones ( n order to prov f de a I evel of prOte-
t (on wh lch IS comparable to that provided by EPZS arwnd coin-
mrclal p~er p Iants. Gfven that State ag.ancles have no direct
control over Plant CQeratlons, we are necessarl Iy dependent on

Alternative m3thods of dl sposal of df sassembly b9sln water are
descrf bd I n Sect Ion 4.4.3 of the E IS. The mthods cons (&red
were:

o Olscharge to seepage ksfns

o Of rect dl scharge to Steel Creek

o Evaporation of tr(tlum to the atrmsphere

o Oetr 1t i at [on of reactor nuderator, the source of the
trltf”m.

M nwdl f (cat Ions were made; none were rqufred. The safety
systm funct Ioned as des Igned. The conclusions In the sect(on
are val (d.

The dose cc?nvers (on factors of PI I I I ng3r and Marter ( 1982) are
the saw as Tbse tiscrlbed in Reg. Guide 1.109. tfc.wever, the
factors were obtained from a mre recant Nuc Iear Regu Iatvry
timlsslon publicatlo., (e., G. R. Noe”~ a“d J. K. So Idat,
UAge-Spec I f I c Rad ( at [on Dose C.anml ttmnt Factors fOr a on-year

Chronfc I ntake. tt U.S. Nuc Iear Regu Iatory -Isslon NUREG-0712,
(1977).

The Ingest Ion pathway EPZ dl scusslon has teen expanded in the
EIS. The zone nw Includes a corr(dor 2 km wide down the
Savannah RI ver, the Port Wenfworth water service area, the
Savannah River -Its and the Beau fort-Jaspr Countlas Water
Author(ty area (essential Iy al I of Beau fort and Jasper
Ccunt(es).
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Information frm Plant of flc(als (n order to determine a tasls
for plannlng and to recommend proterflve actions fn the event
of an accident. W(1I a fffw-m(le Ingest Ion EPZ provide an
adequate marg(n of safety?

Appendix J

FH-10 The Ilst of Studfes In Progress Includes several Issues which Alternatives to Improve the exlstlng SRP alrbrne actlvlty con-
have concerned the Departwnt. What progr%ss has b3en mde flnemant systm are discussed In Sect (on 4.4.1 of the EIS.
toward Installing systems to reduce or prevent em(sstons of Stud(es (n progress for all the alternatives except Ion teinp9r-

noble psses? Are mthods to reduce tr(tlum releases ava(l - ature ad.wrptlon are a!nmd at the development of nure accurate
able? What alternatives ex(st to the present systen of dls- cffit -tfmtes and mesure of ef fectlveness of the a lterna-
charge to Steel Creek (and other Plant streams)? tives. Experl,mntal r~earch (s [n prcgress to deterrnl ne the

ef feet (veness and feasf bl I IN of the Ion temwrature adsorpt Ion

VXhnfque. ApprOxf~tely wo years WI I I te rwufred to carn-
P I ete the exwr lment a I program.

A mderator detrlt(at Ion fact I IW to reduce tr(t Ium releases fs
discussed In Sect Ion 4.4.5 of the EIS. In Sect Ion 4.4.4,
a Iternat (w disposal mthods for disassembly basin purga water
are dfscussed. Alternatives Include di reti discharge to seep-
a~ bsln, evaporation, d(scharge to Steel Creek, and nvderator
detr(t Iat(on.

Conclusion

FH-1 I The Draft E I S contains fnfor~tlon about the release of radlo- Further reduct Ions are al ways possible at ~me price, e.g.,
actfve material frm routine operations and fran accidents. dol Iars, eff(clency, and production. Al I timely, c.%t-
The analys (s of projected &ses to rmmbers of the publ Ic Is ef feet (ve alternatives have teen cons Idered in pr6par(ng
consistent with slml Iar calculations of the Bureau. On the L-Reactor for operat 10”.

other hand, there 1s less Information to compel the ancluslon
that the proposal act (on can on Iy b3 done In one way. The
Bureau concurs that the operations, as descrl hd, WI I I prokbly
not resu It [n excessl m exposures outside the P Iant buundary,
a Ithough we are nOt convl ncad that further rduct Ions are
impossible.
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Bureau of Water Po I I utlon Contro 1.

FH-12 1. The dfrect dfscharge to Steel Creek (reference ase) IS and
wou Id contl nue to be a thermal vlo latfon of the State water
qua I Ity standards,

2. The once-through spray canal systm wou Id resu It (n cool! ng
the df scharg9 ~ on I y 3-C (5.4”F) before enterl”g Steel Creek.
Th(s system wou Id muse a therml v(olat (on of the State water
qual lty standards 1n Steel Creek. Wet lands and habitat wou Id
stl I I be reduced, as Pr the direct discharge.

3. The sma I I Impoundments-rubble dams system ut I I (zes a serfes
of smal I da= on Steel Creek for ~ I log and, hence, IS no d(f -
f erent frm the d( rect d 1scharge a I ternatve except that the
water (s cooler ~ the tlIne (t reache5 the Savannah Rfver
Swamp. Water qual (?Y standards would stll I b vfolated (“
Steel Creek. Habitat reductfon would k s fgn (f I cant.

4. The srnal I (mpoundmnts - 500-acre I ake system wou I d ut ( I I ze
larger lakes on Steel Creek than the rubble dam alternative bt
the water qua I (IY standards would b vfolated f n Steel Creek.
Habitat r6duct Ion wou Id b sign I f (cant.

5. OnCe-thrOUgh - I f ng by d f vers Ion tv Pen Branch wou I d
resu It In no thermal Impact upon Steel Creek. However, It
wou Id Impact the upper unaffected reaches of Pe” Branch. Th (s
wou Id n sol veto L-Reactorls problem In regard to Steel Cre& but
It wou I d Just transfer to another creek system. Water qua 11~
standards would k violated I n Pen Branch.

6. The lake-canal d I vers Ion to Pen Branch wou I d use a lake on
Steel Cr6ek for f Irst cool Ing, then send it over tu Pen
Branch. Water qua I (ty standards would k vfo Iated I n Steel
Creek and Pen Branch. Lake temperature WIO”I d be greater than
90”F.

Sect Ion 4.4.2 of the EIS, which dfscusses coollng~ater ndtfga-
tlon alter”at(ves, has been rev(sd Msd on publlc Cmmnts
received on the draft E IS. Spclf(cal Iy, Sect Ion 4.4.2 has
ben revised to provide a deta( led d(sassfon of addit Ions I
cmblnat(ons of various cmllng-uater systms. Sect Ion 4.4.2.
each of the coo I ( ng-uater mlt lgat Ion syst~ (s eva Iwted for
attalnfng the thermal d(scharge I lm(ts of the State of South
CarO I Ins. Sect Ion 4.4.2 and a revised ADDendfx I . F100dDlaln/
Wetland Assessmnt, dl scuss the wet land ‘Impacts oi ~ch if the
systems cons (derd.

The Department of Energy has ben revl ewl “g and evalmtfng
a I tern at 1ve coo I ( ng-uater systems for L-Reactor. Based on
these rev(ews and evalmt(ons, and consu ftat(ons wfth repre-
sentatives of the State of South Caro 11na regardl ng a mutual Iy
agreed-upn co,np I I ante ap prc.ach, a preferred CM I ( rig-water mi t-
Igat(on alternative (s (dent (fled tn this EIS. This preferred
co.a 11rig-water a Iternat lve 1s to construct a 1000 -.9cre lake be-
fore L-Reactor resuws Werat Ion, to redes f gn the reactor mt-
fal 1, and to o~rate L-Reactor In a way that assur% a b lanced
b(olcg(ca I cofnmunIty In the lake. The Record of Declsfo” pre-
pared ~ the Departmnt on thfs EIS II’(I I state the coollng-
water mltlgatlon masures that W( I I k taken which W( 1I al Iw
L-Reactor operat ton to & In cmp I lance with the condft Ions of
an NPDES perm(t to b f ssued by the State of South Carol lna.

7. The 500-acre lake or rubble dam cmbfned w(th spray cQOl -
fng wou Id St! I I use Steel Creek for cool ( ng purposes and water
qual Ity standards would be violated In Stee I Creek.
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8. The mechanical draft rec(rcu I at Ing cool lng tO.erS 81terna-
tl ve wou Id not n’eet the 90”F stream tmperat.re I Imlt, thus,
water qual lty standards wou Id te VIO Iated In Steel Creek. But

(s does app%ar that a wol lng tmer combl ned with a spr~ cana I
sysfm alternat lve (not evaluated) wou I d wet State standards.
The delta 5°F criteria m(ght not bs met though, owfng to the
flows involved.

9. The cool 1ng tower [once-through) w lth plpel 1ne to the
Savannah Rfver Swamp (Steel Creek Delta) a Iternat 1w cou Id be
an approvable alternative fn that water qua I (W standards wou I d
k met and only a ‘mlnorUt Impact on wetlands would occur.

10. Reclrcu I at (on through crest (on of L-Pond WOUId use Stee I
Creek for cool I ng purposes and wou I d V1O late the State water
qua I (W standards.

Il. Reclrcu I at (on through KAL Pond creatd w the dammf ng of
Steel Creek, Pen Branch, and lnd (an Grave Branch wou Id St ( I I
violate water qua I (ty standards for these streams.

12. Rec(rcu tat Ion through crest ton of H(gh-Level Pond WWI d
f nvo Ive the &mmlng of Pen Branch and wou Id violate water q“al -
(ty standards I n the stream and have a dl scharge frm the wnd
of higher than 34-C (94”F).

13. Reel rcu Iat (on through PAR pond wou 1d lead ~ increased
thermal stress on the f lsh I n PAR Pond and Increase (ts sumwr
temperature to over 90”F, thus VIO Iat (ng water qua I fty
standards.

14. The direct dlscharga wlth f Ish Mnagemnt a Iternat Ive
nwr,tm ~ffn stee I cr~k and simply uses restockl ng Savannah

Rf ver f Ish as a means of rePlacln9 the steel creek envlrOn~nt.

15. D(reti discharge with power reduction wo~ld stfl I lead to
mfn I mum d(scharge temperature of 40”C ( I04”F) to Steel Creek.
~ua I lti standards WO. Id b V(O Iated.
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I f you have any quest Ions regard 1ng these comwnts, please
contact us.

Very tru Iy yours,

R. Lew(s Shaw, P.E.
Ass I stant Deputy Ccinml ss loner
Env(ronmnta I Qua I (ty Contro I
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STAT~ENT W JMES A. TIMME%AN, JR.

South Carol f na
Wlldllfe 6 Marine
Resources Departmnt

Novemhr 14, 1983

Mr. M.J. Sires, Ill
Assistant Manager
Health, Sa+sty b Environment
Departmnt of Energy
Savannah RI ver Operations Off Ice
P. O. 80X A
Alken, S. C. 29801

Re: Draft E I S - L-Reactor Operation, Savannah River
Plant, Alken, S.C.

Dear Mr. Sires:

Personnel of the South Carol (na WI Id 11 fe and Marl ne Resources
Department have rev(ewd the Draft Envlronmenta I Impact
Statement - L-Reactor Operation, Savannah River Plant and offer
the fo I I ow I ng cmwnts.

The Draft E I S adequately descritms the exist f ng envlronfrenta I
conditions and the expected (mpacts on f (sh and WI I d I ( fe
resources from the restart of the L-Reactor. These (mpacts are
sumwrfzed as fo I lows:

. . . .wlthdrawal of 4$ of the average annual r(verf law, and
7$ of the 7-day, 10-year la f Ion of the Savannah
River.

. . ..entrafnment of 7.7 mill (on fish eggs and 7.6 mflllon
f lsh larvae annual IY.
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. . ..destruct Ion of approximately 730 acres of wet land
habitat (n Steel Creek and the Savannah River swamp.

. . ..an additional loss of 1 to 10 acres of wetland
annua I ly.

. . . .grwth of the Stee I Creek de I ta at a rate of 3
acres lyear.

. . ..restrlcted access ~ ffshe5 to approx(mtely 2,5oo
acres of wetlands as a resu It of the thermal plume.

Responses

. . ..release of rad Ioceslum Iv the quat (c e“vlro”wnt and
the potential contamlnat Ion of downstream f Ish,
shel Iflsh and other c.rganlsrns.

Thus, (t IS apparent fran the data present~ (n the DE IS that
the restart of the L-Reactor as proposed w ( 1 I have a sign (f 1-
leant adverse (mpact on f lsh and w ( Id I f fe resources 1“ the
proJect v~c(n(ty.

F1-1 The X IS states that ,,Stud (es during the last two decades have
Ind Icated that no maJor changes 1“ aq”atlc specls I n the

)

Aquatic ecological mnltorlng studies have ken expanded to

Savannah River have occurr.3d as the resu It of operat fens of
Inc Iude areas and quant Itat lve stud (es of r6pre$entat (ve
squat Ic species. These studl~ are described In Chapter of

SRP. !i The stud (es conducted by the Academy of Natural Scl ences the EIS. In add(tlon, further studies WI 1 I b lmplewnted as
of Ph I Iadelphla and re~rted In Thermal Effects on the Savannah
~ (Octoter 23, 1981 ), state that

part of the comprehend ( ve CIW I ( ng-uater program.
fran th is study of the

spec(as which have -n mllected since 1951 In the vlcln(ty of
the Savannah River Plant, there was no def (nlte evlde”ce that
the addltlon of heat, e(ther ~ Four Ml Ie Creek or ~ Steel
Creek, has ben detrlmnta) to the muat(c commun It(es at wr
Stat Ions 3 and 5. Because each of these stat tons were located
about 6 m( I es downstream f rm the source of heated ef f l“ent
(Four M( le Creek and Steel Creek), the effects of the heated
plumes were not stud I ed. The stat Ions were beyond the area
where a plum effect might have ken damagl”g.,, The report
also found that there were substantial shifts In quatlc spe-
c(es at the sampl ( ng stat fens durl ng the course of the study,
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tit that these shffts could not & defln(te)y relat6d to
Impacts caus% str ( ct I y bf temperature effects. It also

appears that m waluat(on was nmde of potential Impacts on
popu Iatlon levels of (mprtant squat Ic spmcfes.

FI-2 When the c“mu I at ( ve Impacts of the SRP oparat Ions are
cons fdered, the Populations of Wuat fc orga”lstns cou Id be
adversely Impacted. ApproxlMtel y 19S of al I f Ish wgs and
larvae passing the SRP Intakes wou Id k e“traf”ed and
destroyed. Approxfmte 1y 1,600 acres of wetlands 1” the
corr(dors of the therme.1 Iy lmpact~ streams wou Id b adversely
impacted, as wel I as 5,000 acres of the adJacent Savannah River
swamp. Therefore, the ‘ante”t of the adverse ! mpacfs o“ f I sh
and wf Id 11 fe resourcss (s mud greater when the entl re SRP
operat Ions are cons Iderd.

FI-3 The DE IS CO”S Iders the restart of the L-Reactor, as sched” led,
to b9 the only viable alternative that WI I I produce the

y quantl~ of weapons material daslred on the t(m schedule
u des I red. We dn not feel that th Is is a proper approach to the
~ evaluat (on of potent Ial alternat (ves, and mre cons Ideratfon

should k g ( ven to the other product Ion a Iternat Ives.

The cumu Iatlve effects of al I SRP o~ratlons are addressd 1“
Sect(ons 5.2.4 and 5.2.5 of the EIS. ~E fs co”ductlng therm,gl
mlt fgatlon studies to select coo I I rig-water systems for the
currently @eratfng SRP reactors (K and C) to effect mltlgat(o”
of the envlronmntal effects of thermal dl stiarges fram these
reactors.

Sect {on 2.1 descrlbs product ion cQt Ions to the L-Reactor;
this section has ken expanded.

The DOE has analyz~ al 1 p~s(ble ful I-produtifon Opt Ions;
bslcal Iy, the only opt Ion to the L-Reactor to produce equ(va-
Ient anwunts of pluton Ium Is another production reactor.
Exist Ing product (on reactors were cons ldered, as was a new pro-
duct Ion reactor. A nw produtilon reactor was dlsmlssd
because It mu Id have no ef feet on the near-tern need for plu-
tonlum, which the L-Reactor restati w(I I satisfy.

In addltlon to ful I -production options, Chapter 2 also analyzes
part (al-product (on opt fans ( 1 ) fr~ the standpol nt of offset-
tl ng the pluton Ium product 10” that Mould bg lost f f the
L-Reactor restart Is delayed because ml tlgat Ion alternatives
are bel ng Imp Iefmnt& and (2) as an a Iternatl ve to the
L-Reactor Itself. The Wtent (al cm blnat(ons of partl al-
productfon opt Ions that provide the greatest mterl al produc-
tion St ( I I provf de only a snml I fract (on of the needed defense
nIater f a Is that could be produced by L-Reactor.
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F14 A number of alternat (ves were presented as Pss lble ml+ Igat (on
measur%s for the adverse impacts resu ltl ng fran the restart of
the L-Reactor. Wwever, (t IS clear that these mftlgatlon
a Iternatf ves are 1ntended to b3 after-the-fact masures to cm
pensate for resource losses. We b! f eve that they stiu I d k
g(ven ful I cons lderatlon as means of avo(d( ng adverse Impacts
pr for to the restart of the L-Reactor.

Wh ( Ie a variety of Possible mltlgatlon masures are discussed,
the DE I S does not propose that any of these a Iternat Ives b [m
p I ewntd. In fact, we do not kel feve that any of the pr-
sented alternatives WI I I adequately mltlgate for wetland and
f !5h and w ( I d I f fe losses resu It (ng from the restart of the
L-Reactor w1th once-through coo I ! ng as proposed.

FI-5 Therefore, we wou I d have to recommnd that an appropr f ate
cool Ing-water alternative ( I.e. , cool I ng tuwers, etc. ) te
lmp Iemented prior to the restart of the L-Reactor as a imans of
avoid 1ng the adverse Impacts on f 1sh and WI I d 11fe resources and
that appropriate f Ish stock( ng k conducted to mltfgate for
f lshery losses from entrainment and Imp( ngemnt.

S(ncerely,

Jaws A. Tlwrman,
Executive D ( rector

Jr.

SectIon 4.4.2 of the EIS, which dfscusses Coollngwater mitiga-
tion a lternat I ves, has been revised hsd on publ Ic Ca’nmnts
received on the draft EIS. Spec(flcal Iy, Sect Ion 4.4.2 has
-n revls~ to provide a detal led dlscuss(on of additional
canbl nat Ions of var(ous COOII rig-water syst6ns. In Sect (on
4.4.2, ead of the coo I I “g-water m(t (gat (on systen15 Is
evaluated for attalnlng the theml d( scharge I Imlts of the
State of South Caro Ilna. Sect (on 4.4.2 and a revised ApWndfx
1, Flcodplaln/Wetland Assessmnt, discuss the wetland Impacts
of each of the systems cons Idered.

The Departnant of Energy has ben revl ew! ng and eva 1ut ( ng

J

alternat (ve coolf ng-nater sysfms for L-Reactor. Ebsed on
these reviews and eva Iuatlons, and consu Itat Ions with repre-
sentat (ves of the State of South Carolf na rward(ng a mutua I I
agred upon cc$np I lance approach, a preferrd coo I ( ngwater
mltlgatlon alternative IS (dent lfld in this EIS. The Record
of Decls Ion prepard w the Department on th s E IS w ( I I state

{the COOII ng’nater mlt fgat Ion masures that w 1 I be taken wh (ch
wII I al Ion L-Reactor operation to be In canpllance with th
cond (t (ens t>f an NP~S permit to b f ssued by the State
South Carol ( na.

Cc.fnmnt and recanmndatlon noted. The Record of Dectslon pre-
pared by DOE on this EIS WI I I state any mltlgatlve measures,
Includlng cmllng-water mltlwtlon alternatives, that wfl 1 be
take”. mE has cmmlttd to atta(n acceptable canpl lance for
al 1 major thermal dl scharge$ at SRP.

JATJr/sa
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STATEMENT OF ~. E. W. WRBACtl

I am Wesley Murbch. I am a resident of A(ken.

Based on what YW safd, w comments are probably not real Iy (n C0mn83nts noted.
order. Wwever, It IS rny understanding, from what wevve safd
ear 11er, that the L-Reactor has ken operat~ for years, so we
shou Id have a good Idea what the envl ronmntal (mpact Is.
Therefore, I th Ink th Is document ( fndlcatlng) Is
adequate.

far rmre than

I Id just Ifke to ~ o“ record as a taxpayer that I th Ink we

spent far too much nvney on th Is sort of th Ing. I reallze I$m
prohbly a mice cry(ng in the WI Iderness, but as to the
credentials, I was lnvolv6d In our environmental study In 1%7,
so I fee I I know somath 1ng about the anv I Tonment, too.

Thank you.
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Conmnent Comments Reswnses
numb3r

STATEf.fENT OF MUCE BLANCHARD

Un I ted States Oepartfrmnt of the Inter I or
Off ( ce of the Secretary
Washington, D.C. 20240

ER-83/1211 Nov 28 1983

Ass fstant Va”ager for Health,
Safety and Envlronmnt

Savannah R i ver Operat tons Off ice
A (ken, South Caro I ( na 29801

Oear Mr. Sires:

Thank you for the letter of Septembr 12, 1983, transmfttl ng
cop I es of the Oepartwnt of Energy *s (OOE ) draft env ( ronmenta I
Impact stateIrmnt for the L-Reactor 09erat (on, Savannah RI ver
Plant (SRP), Alken County, South Carol Ins. Our amnts are
presented acmrd ~ng to the format of the statement or by
subJect.

Ffsh and W( Id I I fe Resources

FK-1 The draft statement clearly a“d .accurataly addresses hsel fne
fish and wlldllfe resource condlt(ons and anticipated lndlvld-
ual and cumu Iat fve adverse Impacts ar(sfng frm the bse ~se
and a host of a Iternat lve measures. It IS clear that the lden-
t (f led preferrd alternative, operat(ng L*eactor with dfrect
dlscharga of -l! ng water Into Steel Creek and subsq”ent
m(tlgatlon measures, W( I I result (n slgnff Icant Impacts to ffsh
and w I Id I lfe resources.

Therm I Effects and Mltlgat(on

FK-2 The draft stat~nt Eknou I edges on pages 4-8 to 4-10 that the
effects of re I eas I ng hot wo 11ng water to Stee I Creek at

Sect Ion 4.4.2 of this final EIS has &en revised
df scussfon of a numkr of add(t (onal combf nat (on

to prov ( de a
of outent I a I

thenn91 mf t I!Jat (On Nasures. Based on the rev f w and eva I ua -
t Ion of these a Iternat Ives, and consu Iat Ions with representa-
tives of the State of South Caro Ilna ragardlng a mutua I Iy

J

agreed upon ccmIp I (ante approach, a preferred ~ I I rig-water m(t-
(gatlon alternative Is (dent (fled (n this EIS. This preferred
cool lng-nater a Iternat fve Is to construct a 1000-~re lake be-
fore L-Reactor rffiufres We rat Ion, to redes Ign the reactor mt-
fal 1, and to o~rate L-Reactor In a way that assures a balance
bfolaglcal Cmmunlty In the lake. The Record of Oecfs
this EIS w(I I state any mft(gatlon masures that WI I taken
gr (or to or after the restart of L-Re8ctor.

See the reswnse to ament FK-1.



Table M-2. O)E responses to cornnnts on Draft EIS (continued)

COwnt Canmnts Responses
numhr

temperatures rang I ng up ta 80°C ( 176°F ) and at a rate of about
12 times Its natural average flm would ellmlnate this stream
and Its associated wetlands as a I Ivlng environment as far
down-stream as the Savannah RI ver. W concur wI th tim con-
clusion on ~ge 4-12 that, amng the alternatives considered,
canp 1eta reci rcu I at Ion through - I I ng towers wou I d te pr -
f errad. Th Is al ternat I ve wou 1d reduce bath the temperature and
quantity of f Ion dl schargd to Steel Creak to wlthln the non-
lethal range end would also avoid r-uspenslon and transport of
radloceslum to the Savannah River.

FK-3 The other a I ternat 1ves, ti Ich wou I d not reduce temperature and
quantl~ of f Iou at the wlnt of dl schargn to the environment,
wou Id simply shift the lethal effects iu other streams and
apparently would b fmre expensive than cool 1q towers.

FK-4 The I i kel I hoti of the ~asana I occurrence of fog and/or any
other mf cro-c I finat {c changes causal w the d Irect dl scharw of
the heated coo I I ng water ( nto St-l Creek sbu I d b presented
In the final stat-nt.

FK-5 The draft Stat-nt does not c Iearly Indicate the rang3 of mlt-
Igatlon alternatives telng considered as ‘*subsequent m(tlgatlon
~asur= under ~E’s preferred alternat lve. ” If only the
‘other alternatives” Ilsted (n Sect Ion 4.4.2.4 are ~ndfdates
for subsequent mlt Igatlon (I.e., +he~al cogeneratfOn, 10w+e~
hydr~wer, md I f ( 8d rextor operat (on, f 1sh nmnag-nt and/or
restockl ng programs, protection of slml Iar wet lands, or support

The Record of Dec ( s (on prepared bV the Departmnt of Energy on
this ffnal EIS w(II consider a number of factors In reatilng a
declslon on the implementation of a SP8CI f Ic thermal mltlga-
tlon masure. These facto= WI] 1 lnc lude the Impacts fro,n
thermal discharge as WI I as costs and the ne~ for defense
nuclear mterl als. The restart of L-Reactur w i 11 ccinply with
the conditions of an NPDES Krm{t Issued w the State of South
tiroi lna, and radioactive releases from L-tteactir w~ I ! neet DOE
rad I at (on protect Ion standards that are canparable to tbse of
~C (10 CFR 20) for a production faclllty (I. e., 500 mllllrem
to the tiole body In any one mlendar year).

A numkr of factors are &l I neatd fn this E IS w Ith respect to
thermal mltlgatlon masures. The I nformt Ion provided d*n-
strates that the sum of the cap I tat, operat I ngln!a I ntenance, and
power loss costs averaged over a 20-year per lod for lakes WI th
spray cool I ng and the d~ vers Ions to Pen Brand, for example.
are less than half of those for COOII w towers. The coo II W-
Iake alternatives, wh lch wou Id afford - protect (on to
wet lands and f Isherles and reduce the transport of radl~es (urn,
are less costly In Canparl son with CCOII rig-tower opt Ions.

The diversions W Pen Branch are the only *O thermal mltfga-
tlon alternatives conslderd In this EIS that would dlwrt the
therms 1 d 1scharge to another stream. These tio al tern at I ves
are Mrked Iy less expensive than coon ng towers havl ng cmplete
recirculation.

Sect Ion 4.4.2 of the EIS has ben nudlfid to reflect the
mxl~m raos8 of rans8 of fogging, Icl ng, and salt depc51t Ion
cond I t Ions r-u It I ng frun coo I I ng tower b Icudown. These
lmPaCt5 are ml nor and bound s (ml Iar effects fran the othe~
coo 1I ng-uater al ternat 1ves.

In the draft E IS the reference to ‘subsequent mlt (@t (on
masuresn was Intended to ref Iect al I of the theml mlt{gatlon
measures in Sect (on 4.4.2 ( I.e., a=rnat (w cool I ng-ater
systmns and other al ternat I ves ). Th Is reference has been
clarlf(ed (n the final El ?..
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C’anmnt Ccnlnlents Respnses
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of f I sherfes research), then adequate apensatlon for lost re-
sources wou Id not ba ava I I ab le. Shou Id the ranga of .suba-
quent mltlgat {on masures,, be wider !n scope than Ind Icatd
above, certafn of the predlctti lMpactS could be reduced In the
long-term. For example, swltchover to fu 1 I reel rcu lat Ion cool-
f ng towers would I nd (cate wet land recove~ aga I n and reduce
Impf ngewnt and entralnwnt. bwever, a direct discharge re-
start, even with (mpl~ntatlon of thfs environmental Iy ,, best,,
subsequent m(tlgat (on masure, wou 1d result [n Immedf ate loss
of 15 years of post-recovery success ion I n the Stee I Creek sys-
tem. It also would add to the permanent Impact associated with
de I ta growth. Scoured sedlmant from Steel Creek would W
d~os (td over wetlands, lncreas lng elevations and chang(ng
substrate types, such that post-shutdown recc.ve~ WO”1d “ot
necessar( Iy ref Iect pre-operation canmun lt165 or va Iues.

FK-6 Certain of the m(t(gat(on ~tlons presented (n the draft state-
nnt do not conform to the F(sh and Ulldllfe Servlcels Mltlga-

~ tlon Policy as publl shed in the Federal R~lster on January 25,
1981. The po 11cy estab I ( shes four resource categor 1es to

; establlsh mlt(gat(on levels cons fstenf with the ftsh and WI ld-
1i fe resource va Iues I nvol veal. The fl~dplaln habitat to b
Impacted by the L-Reactor restart fal Is (nto Resource Category
2 as habitat ,,of high value for evaluation Specfas and Is rela-
t (vely scarce or bcml ng scar- on a natlona! &s Is or In the
ecoreglon sect Ion. n The mlt Igat fon ~al for thfs cate~ry
Cal Is for no “et loss of 1“-kind habitat value. Wne of the
rep Iacemnt mit lgat (on a Iternat Ives wh Ich inc Iude restocking
(mpacted fish spec(es, protecting wetlands sfml tar to the Steel
Crex Swamp system, and conductl ng or supportl ng f lsher(es
research met the stated m(tlgat(on Crlterla. bwever, certal”
of these mlt lg’dtlon options, part Icu Iar Iy restocki ng of im-
pacted fish species, would k a viable option to pursue as mlt-
Igatlon for the proJected Impl ngemsnt and entral nmnt Impacts.

FK-7 Therefore, we do not concur with the preferred a Iternat (m of
Operat ( ng L-Reactor wI th d f rect d ( scharge of coo I ng water Into
Stee I Cre& and subsequent mlt lgat [on nwasures. The f Ish and
wf Id I ( fe resource Impacts associated with this alternative are
c lear Iy I dent 1f led (n the draft statewnt and I“c Iude the loss
of 1,000 acres of ‘aetla”ds a“d .ssocla+& functions and
Increases (n Implngenmnt and entrainment of Savannah River
fishes.

The E IS presents the pred Ictej Impacts of Imp lamentatl~ the
therm! mlt 1gat Ion measures either prior to or after the re-
start of L-Reactor. Implementation of a coon qwater mltlga-
t Ion systwm after the restart of L-Reactor (dent I f I * the IC6S
of the post recovery succession (n Steel Cre& (n the E I S.
Sorm Increasd sed(rmntatfon fran flw effects would occur and
pr IMrl ly ef fed the rate of delta growth. Implewntat(on of
an a Iternat I w coo I I ng-uater systm after the restart of
L-Reactor wou Id aga 1n al Ion successional recwery of Impacted
areas.

The F(sh and Wildlife Servlceis M(tlgatlon Pol(cy provides a
frawork for m(t I gat Ion recmmndat tons bf SarVlC9 ~p10YE9S.
Th Is po I Icy does not prec Iude or cond It(on the ‘,balanc( ngv, of
potent~al snvironmntal conseqwnces and other cons I&rat Ions
by other Fderal agenc{es (. their tic( S(O.S bsed on NEPA
docuwntat Ion. To ensure that the Departmnt of Energy f n
re8chlng Its Record of Declslon on this EIS Is ware of the
Servlce!s class lflcatlon, this final EIS has ken md!fled to
Include appr’oprfate Statmnts that the f Ioc.dp Iaf” habitat to
k3 effectti IS c.ansldered bv the Serv(ce to te a Resource
Category 2.

Also see the res~”se to canm3nt FW-1.

Sw the resp”se
alternatives.

to FK-1 regardl “g coo I ( ng-uater
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,,
\

FK-8 We recanmnd the mp Iete reel rcu 1at Ion of cool I ng water
through nmchanlcal-draft CWI ( ng towers wh Ich Is (dentl f Id (n
the draft Stat-nt as the ‘Preferred alternative to mln(mlze
the adverse environmental effects of use of r Iver water, Impati
of thermal effluents, loss of habitat and WI Id I I fe, water con-
tamination and loss of archeological resources. tf

FK-9 We strongly recommnd this alternatlw ccupled with Interim
Implemental ton of the two mst ef f Ic(ent partial opt ions
(accelerated use of the Mark 15-latt(ce at SRP and product Ion
of 5 percent plutonlum-240 at N-Reactor) as the only
alternat fve that would avoid slgnl f i cant environmental damaga
before start-up.

FK-10 If, however, DOE retains their SIected alternative bcause of
documnted overr Idl ng nat Ional Securlw concerns, then w r-
quest that they develop an appropr I ate p Ian to ml t I gate proJect
Impacts. We rec-nd that 00E contact the Field Supervl sor,
Charleston Field Of f(ce, Fish and W(ldllfe Service, Post Off Ice
Box 12559, Char Ieston, South Carolina 29412 (803-724-4707; F7S
671-470?) to discuss and develop a mlt(gat(on plan.

Groundwater Contain ( nat i on

FK-I I It IS stated on page 4-55 that an analysls has &n made of the
consequences of a class 9 acc(dent; 1.e., one having low proh-
blllty but potential Iy great severity. The analysls was r-
ported Iy made on a ksls comparable to that currently used to
assess such acc I dents for I I ght-uater reactors. However, the
results of the analys Is as report~ In the environmental stat-
mnt (APP. G) do not include the potentl al for a meltdown of
the core through the hsemat of the reaCtOC. If such an

The rec~mndatlon IS acknowledged. The dl reef discharge’ f
cool 1ng water as documntad 1n the E I S Is not ex~cted,
bwever, tu result in the loss of archeological resources.
AI= see the response to canfmnt FK-2.

I

The partial production OptlOnS, or canbl
neither provide the ne6ied defense nuc tear IImterlals rwulr-
rents nor ful Iy ccinpensate for the loss of the mterlal that
wou 1d Lm producd b.f L-Reactor.

The Department of Energy Is c~erat(ng with the Fish and W ld-

~\I I fe Service to develg a Habitat Evaluat Ion Procedure (HEP)
plan for the Steel Creek systen wfth the (mplemeotatlon of t e

J

preferred thermal mlt Igat Ion systm for L-Reactor. The HEP
WI I I Identify the value of habftat to be gained or l-t with
Implantat (on of the preferred L-Reactor cool I ngwater alte -
nat Ive for use I n assassl ng further mlt Igatlon. If r~ulred
DOE W(II (mplemant dditlonal mltlwtlve measures that might be
Identifld through the HEP process dependent on Congr6sslona
author I zat Ion and approprlat Ion.

Reference Durant and Brown ( 1970), Cited on page 445, PrOVldOS
an ‘Aria 1YS Is of Postu I a ted Core Meltdown of an SRP Reactor. n
This reference specl f (Cal Iy addrmsd on page 60 the PC6S Ible
ml nor p-anetrat Ion of concrete f 1oor surf ace and denwnstrated
that no slgn(f I cant depth of concrete f Imr would h pen-
*rated . In particular, pOrtlal coollng of any tmiten fuel m8ss
at elevatlon - 40 ft could b provided h five separate systa
ldentlf led on page 35 of Ourant and Brown ( 1970), and would
prw Iude the poss f b( 1I ty of P3netrat I ng the concrete t.3sefmnt
flmr.
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occurrence (s even Iy renwtely possible, the Stat-nt sku I d
evaluate potential groundwater Impacts and their mltlwtlon.
If such an event Is completely Impossible, this sbuld be
stated.

FK-12 A scoping letter by Alfred H. Vang, Executf ve Director of the
South Carolf na Water Resources Canmlsslon, on page K-127, re-
fers to the existence of a large nUMb9r of wel Is on the proJeCt
site prior fu the ffitabllshmnt of the SW. Mr. Vang wrltas
that the current status of these wel Is Is unknown; there Is
concern that if they were improperly sealed, they might provide
avenues through wh Ich contaml nants could rmve from shal low
water-bear( ng zones Into the mJor mul fers at yeater &pths.
Our rev(en of the environmental statement has nOt remal~ a
rs~”se to this concern. The statsinent shou Id adequately ad-
dress the current status of the pr&prO.jeCt wel Is and evaluate
the ptentlal for related groundwater (mpacts.

y FK-13 It Is stated on page F-88 that uranium found ( n the contami-
nants of the M-Area seepage bsln WI I I require about 700 years

:
*

to reach ~au”dwater. The analyses of Tables F-14 and F-15
Indicate that mrcury and nftra+e ha~ already reach~ grOund-
water I n appreciable amunts. The stat-nt sbu Id dl scuss the
u ltln!ate fate of the uran Ium, fmrcury, nitrate and other s lgnl -
f (cant constituents such as lead that may reach groundwater
1ater.

These systas f nc Iude the conf I n-nt heat rmva I Systm
Installed In 1979 as noted In Appendix J.

The text of Sect Ion 3.4.2.3 has ken mdl f I * to ref led th Is
concern.

Chapter 5 of the E IS has been nudl f Id to prov(de a c Iearer
dl scusslon of the Incremental releases fran support facl lltles
of rad Ioact lve and nonr~ (oact (ve dl scharges to the F-, H-, and
M-Area seepa~ bas I ns.

With respect to the M-Area sett II ng b9s (n, present discharge.s
to the settlfng hsln WI I 1 b dlscont(nued by April 1985, and
w I I I ( nstead be treated w a wastswater treatmnt p Iant In
accordance with a State of South Caroll na NPES psrmlt. The
mlgrat (on of wcurf and nitrate Is dl f ferent than that for
uranium. The quantities of uranium In the sol }s of the M-Area
do not migrate In the saw mnner as nitrate and are expected
to tecane as~clated with the c lay Materials (n the Subsurface
hcause of Its relatively high dlstrlbutlon coefficient.
Ultimately the uranmium IS Ilkely to r-lde In the ts3sal COn-
~rw and upper El Ienton clay units, which are thick, ef e e

1

conf lnlng un (ts throughout the SW. The smal I quant(tles of
mercury and lead, and the quantities of nitrate that may reach
the water tab Ie wI I I b9 rwaved by I nterc8ptor/recOv ery we I Is
as part of the p Ianned rmed(al action progrm for the WArea.
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FK-14 The total groundwater flux through the SRP area Is said to te
abut 100 cub(c meters per mfnute, which Is about 1.7 times the
sum of any projected use for L-Reactor and the current use ( n
the area [page 4-7, page F-71 and F-72). The statemnt should
mke clear how much of the total flux IS actual Iy aval I able to
wel Is w(thout having sfgnfflcant effects on regional water
levels and surrmnd Ing we! I use - part lcu Iar Iy downgrad lent
wel Is. Hydrography of Tusca Ioosa and E I Ienton wel Is on page
3-35 suggest a fat rly close COrrelat [on b3twe0n f ncreases in
withdrawal rate at SRP and water-level trends. We suggest that
the Impact analyses shou I d proJect areal IV extens Ive dec I I nes
In water levels that W( I I resu It from Increased ulthdrawa Is and
predict where water levels wf I I eventual Iy stabf I I ze.

FK-15 The sorptf ve propert16s of sedimentary mterf a Is &neath the
SRP are sa (d to mlt (gate Impacts of rad(onuc I Ides nvvl ng
through these mterlals (e. g., page B-31 ). The statemnt
shou I d dl scuss Ion-exchange mpaclt Ies and other pert Inent pro-
perties of the varfous types of sed(ments, Indlcatf ng typ lcal
va I ues or ranges of va I ues. In addltlon, previous operations
have provtdd suf f IClent hf story of radlonuc I (de nwven!ant at
the SRP so that the sfgnlf Icance of the sorptlve capab( I (ties
of the sed IMentary M3terlals In place can b assessed sePa-
ratel y from the mre retarding Inf Iuence of ground water f low;
this dlstlnctfon wI II be Sfgnlf (cant In antlcfpatlng delayd
Impacts.

The FE I S has ken revl sed b ref Iect current SRP ground-uater
pumpagw frm the Tuscaloosa, as wet I as lncrem3ntal and cum. la-
t(ve use proJect Ions (Appnd lx F, and Chapters 4 and 5). 1“
1982 the SRP w(thdrw about 23.8 cub(c meters per ml nute; (n
1983 th IS value (“creased to 27 cubfc meters per minute. Proc-
ess water conservat fon pract fees and the p Iacl ng of facl Iitlas
on stand-by W( I I reduce the SRP withdrawal rate to about 25.4
cubic wters Pr ml nute f nc Iudl ng pumpf ng ( n L-Area and lncre-
wntal pumpl ng at facl I It Ies support Ing L-Reactor Weratlon.
If L-Reactor was placed on stand-bf approx(mtely 4.9 cub(c
Wters per m(nute used I n support of L-Reactor ~erat(on wou Id
not te rwu(red. When the DuPF and Ft4F are oprat lonal the
total withdrawal rate by SRP 1s expected to Increase to stout
26.4 cubic meters per ml n“te. Th (s canpares to a value of 37.8
cubic inters per ml nute suggastd by Sfple ( 1967) suggested as
a pract (cal upper pumpf ng I fmlt for 1960 wel Is when SRP was
pumpfng abut 18.9 cub(c inters per minute.

For conservatism, the ground-water flux through the Tuscaloosa
at a“d ad Jace.t to SRP IS estlmt~ to be 51 c“blc m3ters -r
m(nute, the Iwer hnd est(fnate of Marine and Routt ( 1974).
I” 1983, gro””d-water withdrawal wlth(” their study area was
abut 38.5 cub!c wters per minute (1 1.5 frm of fslte users and
27.0 from SRP) wh (ch Is about 75 prcent of the %st lmtd
f Iux. Thus, pumpt ng at SW does nOt appear to k deplet lng the
Tuscaloosa Aqul fer, but rather water levels are respondf ng to
pumpfng t-f developing a n~ quf I lbrlum pfezo~terlc surf?ce.
A lsa see the responses to canmnts AJ-1 and BT-7.

Based o“ stud (es on SUP seepage bslns, masured dlstr ( tit to”
coafflc(ents (Kd) of elemnts (n typical SRP SOIIS are:

E Iement ‘d— .

Sr I 00
Cs 730
u
P“ 14E
Am 1000
Cm 1000
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FK-16 Low concentrate Ions of chlorlnatd sol vents have ken found In a
Tuscaloosa water product ion wel I (page 5-6). High concentra-
tions have been found (n the shal lower groundwator of the
M-Area (pages F-88 through F-90 ). Ml t lgat [on at present con-
sists of pumping the contamfnatd water fran the shal lower
aqu(fers and using a PI lot a(rstr(pper facl I Ity to (reprove the
groundwater qua I (ty. The ef f Ic(ency of th Is method, probable
degree of recovery of contaml natsd ground water end ptent la I
for Increasl ng concentrate fens of the chlor(natd sol vents In
the Tusca Iaosa mu( fer shou Id ta assessed.

Rad loact 1ve Re I eases to Stream

FK-17 We found no M6ntlon of the Poss I bl I (ty of severe leaks [n the
heat exchangers (n the discussion of accidents. %al I leaks of
reactor process water ( nto the once-through cw I I ng water [ n
the heat exchangers are stated to b the muse of rout I ne
rad(oactlve releases to Steel Creek (page 4-25). This raises
the question of whether severe leaks are also possfble and, If
so, whether thw could occur colnc(dental Iy with any accldent$
affect I ng the core a“d the reactor process water. In any cdse,
accidental releases of rad~onuc 1Ides (n I lqu Ids df scharged to
Steel Creek shou Id b dl scussed and the mxlmum quantities that
cou Id enter the Cre6k should b est (mted. Although the resu 1-
tlno (mmdfate *se mv be smal Ier than that due to airborne
eml; sioni the release of Io”g-llved radlonuc I Ides to streams

For other elements, where Kd values are not avaf I able, Kd Is
conservatively assumed to b zero ( I.e. , elefmnts WI I I not be
retarded bf (on exchange and MI I I nvve at the veloclfy of
ground water ). Ground-water velocities 1n the v(cln(ty of SRP
sewage ks Ins typical Iy range frm O. 15 to 0.30 meter per day
and distances to outcrop areas range from 365 to 1220 nwters.

1

The remad(al act lon program for the M-Area cons fsts of nine
200-foot tiep fnterc6ptor/r6covary ( I/R) we! IS and an a(r
stripper with a capacl ty of 1.5 cubic inters per ml nute, abm
1.8 tl~s that of the current dl scharges to the M-Area settl (
basfn. m(s system (s expectd to remve akut 30 tons of
ch Iorloated hydrocarbons per year durl ng the f (rst few years o
op.3rat Ion; thereafter the removal rate w ( I I decrease as the
contaml nant concentrate Ions decrease. The cone of depress Ion
resultlng from pumping bV the 1~ system WI I I be extens!ve.
For examp I o, the area w1th I n the 3 meter draw down I sop I eth fs

eXPeCted to have an area of several hundred acres after !0
years of pumpl ng. The rmedlal act (on program Is designed to
prevent and el Indnate any s fgn ( f 1cant concentrate ions of
ch Iorlnated hydrocarbons In the Tuscaloosa Aquf fer.

Both the State of South Carol I na and the EPA are act Ivel y
I nvo I ved f n the revf = of ground-water protect (on masures
I ncludl ng the rmdl al act ton program at SRP. The ground-water
protection program WI I I be the subJect of a sep8rate NEPA
revlsn.

Sewre leaks of rmderator to the coo I ( rig-water I n the heat
exchangers can te readl Iy &tected ~ redundant radlatfon
detectors on the ef f I uent s 1de of the heat ex~a n@rs. I f
abnor~l radlat(on levels are detected, the re8ctor mu Id k
shutdown for reined [al action. The remalnl ng heat exchan~rs
(total of 12) WOUI d provf de suf f (clent capacity to r-ve decay
heat.
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wI I I te a n!atter of contl nul ng concern for years after the
event (as in the ear 1ler releases of radlocesfum) and should
not be overlooked.

Conf I nenmnt

FK-18 In general the subject of conf Inefnent versus wnta(nment
systems for the L-Reactor Is not wlthln our expert (se; however,
one subJect (s sign ( f (cant to groundwater resources. This (s
the retention of part (cu late Mtter and radlolodlne, for wh (ch
the pr~osed conf in-nt system Is said ta have an ef f Ic(ency
of rmre than 99 percent. If this eff(clen~ can b preserved
during and fo 1 lowing the nest severe accident POSS lble, we have
no adverse commnt. The conf f nemnt heat-remval systm al so
provfded shou Id al d In protect lng groundwatar ~ ensur(ng the
ef f lc(ency of the airborne-actl vlty conf Inewnt system and
control I I .g to -w extent radloact Ive f Iulds.

Specf f Ic Comments
~

u FK-19 2.1.3. lnformat (on regard ( ng the relat (ve def Iclency In pro-
w ductfon of needed nuc I ear materl a Is w use of the comblnat Ion
.

of two part Ial opt Ions (accelerated use of the Mark 15-latt ice
at the Savannah Rfver Plant (SRP) and production of 5 percent
pluton(uW240 at N-17eactor), as cwpare.d with L*eactor, IS
need6d to provide a btter base from wh lch to judge these pro-
duct fon opt Ions. If this (s not class (f(d Information, a per-
centage f fgure of projected fnaterl al production def fcfency
shou Id b presented here.

FK-20 4.0. The preferred alternative (s ~eratl ng L-Reactor with the
direct d(schar@ of coo I ( ng water and subsequent mlt Igatlon
masures. LYJE shou Id fdent lfy these subsquent m(t Igat Ion
measures (n the f lnal statmnt.

FK-21 4.1.1.5. Cool Ing-water reservoir ( 186-Bas(n). Som substan-
tiation of the statement that there (s no evidence of detri-
mental impact fran annual processing bsln f lush lng should be
presented. Although renvval of =d lmnt load frcin adjacent
waters IS a natural rfver swamp function, sedlnmnt load(ng,
such as descr(bed In a Msslve flushfng effort, could overload
the system. Contr I but (on to delta growth as pred(cted shou Id
not te cons Idered as presenting no detr fwntal Impact.

The ef f ~clency of the conf (n-nt system can & preserved
durl ng and fol Iowl ng the Mst severe accident pc6s Ible, I n
part (CU Iar because of the Conf In-nt Heat R~val Systa wh lch
was Instal led (n 1979 as noted (n Append(x J. The oprablllty
of the conf (nmnt systa has hen evaluated extens (Vely In
Durant, el al. ( 1966) and Durant and Brown ( 1970) as noted o“
page 4-45 of the draft EIS. The probabl I Ity of f Isslon product
release 1“ conj””ctlon with an Inoperable Con flnemnt systen,
estlmtd on page 47 of Appendix G, Is cons lderd so Ion as to
exclude (t fran detailed ana}ysls In the EIS.

Qual (tatlve and 1(m(ted In forMt (on on the need for weapons-
grade p Iuton lum IS presentd In Chapter I ; th(s chapter has an
expanded discussion on need to the extant parmltted by law.
Quant (tat Ive I nfornmt Ion on defense wterl al rqulrefmnts,

fnventOrfes, prOductlon mPacf*Y, and proJect~ mterlal short-
ages (s classified.

The I ntroduct Ion to Chapter 4 has been mdf f led to Ind (cate
the preferrd cool I ng-uater ml+ lgat (on masure.

Flush(ng the sed(w”t frm the 186-Basin wII I only tmporarl Iy

Increase the suspended load (n Steel Creek to levels slml lar to
those experienced d“rl ng periods of h lgh runoff. As noted I”
Sect (on 4.4.4, * Ich d(scusses alternative mtbds of 186-Basl”
s Iudge remval, the total amunt of s Iudge remved annual Iy
frc.n the &sfn Is abut 110 tons. Flush& into Steel Creek,
th Is sed lmnt w I I I not ‘Ioverload the system, ~v nor w 1I I It con-
trl b!Jte appreciably to the delta growth.
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FK-22

FK-23

FK-25

FK-26

FK-27

4.4.2.3. %W alternatives Include alternative cooi Ing-water
systems tha+ u 1 I I b I ncorwratd f nto L+eactor operat ton
after Inltlal restart with d(rect discharge Into Steel Creek.
These alternat lves should c}ear Iy identify the Imwdlate and
dl r%ct loss of 15 years of blo IWlcal succession In the Steel
Cre* system as a s Ign I f I cant impact.

4.4.2.4. Table 4-34 - Year ly operat lona I and tots 1 costs fOr
mftfgatlon a Iternatlves. The restickl n9 alternative shOuld
(nc Iude costs assoc(at & with future studies needd to deter-
mine the success of the stock( ng ef fort.

4.5. I f DOE cons Iders the loss of 300 jobs as a factor In the
evaluat (on of the no-action a Iternat Ive, then consistency
sbu Id k m lntaln6d throughout the documnt, and jobs created
~ the various a Iternat Ives ( 1.e., cool in9 tower m.stru~ 10n)
shou Id also k Included as factors In the evaluat (on of these
alternat fves.

5.2.4.!. Table 5-15 - D(str( but Ion of forested wet lands for
the prlnclpa I streams of the SRP. Beaver Dam Creek sbu Id
Inc ud~ Ince th(s section deals with incre-
mental and cumulat (V8 Impacts, another twlumn breakl ng W+
forestal wet lands that are St I I I recoverl ng from thermal
( mpacts would bE appropr ( ate.

6.1. The Mftlgatlon Study In ftlat@ ty DOE In agre~nt with
the State of South Caro I Ina warrants Inc luslon and dl scuss Ion
in this section.

8.0. It sbuld b clearly stat~ that this section only’ ad-
dresses the bse case a Iternat lve and the analyses contained In
the subsections that fol Ion would be slgnlf lcantly different
for a Iternat (ve act Ions.

-.

>

Sect Ion 4.4.2 and Appndix I have hen mdlfld to Indicate
that lmpl-ntat 100 of cw I I ng-uater m(t (gat Ion after the
restart of L-Reactor W( I 1 result In the loss of biological
success (o!) I n the Steel Crew systam.

7

The costs Ilstsd In Table 4-34 of the draft EIS provide a
canparlson ktneen the three mltlgatlon alternatives. The
est I mated 5-year cost for f Ishew research pr [marl Iy Included
co I Iect (on of data on selected anadrofnous f ( sh specl es and
support for development of sturgmn cu Iture techn lques. Th IS
research uou I d b necessary to support a determl nat(on of the
success of the restockl ng ef fOrt. Should the decls(onmakar
decide to adopt the restockl ng prwram as a mlt (gat Ive masure,
nore deta I led costs would ba developd to assess the longer
term success of the restickl ng Program.

/

Sect Ion 4.4.2 has ben nudlfled to provfde an estln!atd mxlmum
numter of construction personnel assclatd with each coo I I n
water a I terant I ve.

Table 5-15 of the Draft E IS pre=nts the dfstr ( butlon of
forestal wet I ands for the pr i ncl pa 1 streams of the SW. Baver
Dam Creek IS a inn-made -nal, and thus Is not cons I&red to be
a pi-l nc[pal stream. Forestal wetlands of the Steel Creek ecc-
systen that are recovert ng fram thermal impacts are dl scussed
(n Sect Ion 3.6.1.2 and Appnd(. C of the EIS.

The EIS has ben md(fled to Include provide a d(scusslon of
the thermal mlt tgat (on study I n Sect Ion 6.1.4.

Chapter 8 of the EIS has been nvdlf led to’ discuss unavoidable
and 1rretr ( evab le (mpacts of the reference case and the
preferred alternative.
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FK-28 8. I /8. 2. Wlta fornmt Ion r-u It 1ng fran L-Reactor r6pr8sents a
perwnent changO In the nature of the wet lands 1n the Steel
Creek system. By virtue of changing elevatlon and subtrate,
ecological succession on the delta after termlnat Ion of
L-Reactor werat ion w1 I I not necessarl I y proceed b a r6covory
conmIunlty with the sam character lstlc$ or values that existed
prior fu thfs Prturkt(on. In this regard, delta formation
constitutes both an irreversible and Irretrievable canmltnmnt
of resources as wel I as a long-term ( mpact that should b
tidr=sd under Sect Ion 8.1. and 8.2.

FK-29 The operat Ion of the L-Reactor poses unc I ear r I sks to grc.und-
water and the preferred alternatf ve WI I 1 have sign I f {cant and
unsatisfactory effects on f Ish and WI Id 1I fe resources tncludl ng
their habitat.

I f DOE neither selects mchan Ical draft coollng towers nor
develops a plan to adwuately mltlgate for Impacts ti f Ish and
w! I d 11 f e resources, then the Oepartwnt of the I nterlor may
choose to refer th(s proJect to the Councl I on Envlronmntal
Qual (ty pursuant to 40 CFR 1504.

We hope these ccinfnents WI I I be helpful to you In the
preparation of a final environmental Impact statement.

In 1951, prior to the establl shment of the Savannah Rlvsr
P Ia”t, the vegetat (on of the Stee I Creek ecosysta ( 1.e., delta
and swamp) was characterized by a closed ~nwy of mture
Cypress and *UPe10 (Shar(tz et al. , 1973). These f Iora wre
adverse I y Impacted frm 1954 to 1968 by the pr (or L-Re6ctor
thermal dl scharw. Since 1968 when df scharges frum the
L%eactor terml natal, the Steel Creek ecosystm has kcano
reve~tated through a proc-s of natural vegetat 1ve succes-
s Ion. Structura I I y, the past-recovery vegetat (on Is marked I y
dl f fere”t fran the closed canopy of cypress and gum, and Is
character zed by scrub-shrub wetlands of WI I Ion and button
Msh. Some rwants of the orlglnal forest, however, are stll I
present. Altbugh the restart of L-Aeactor wltho”t XI(nq-
water vlt lpt (on would adversely impact the exlstl ng scrub/
shrub wetlands, this NOUId not constitute an Irre’ferslble or
Irretrievable canmltment because these flora could bac~
estab I I shed aga ( n thrcugh the proc~s of natura I Wgetat I ve
success Ion.

As dlscussd 1“ response to canmnt FK-1, 1“ this final EIS the
Oepartmnt of Energy has ldentl f led a preferred caollng.uater
a I ternat I ve; to construct a 1000-acre I ake kfore L-tSeactur
resumes operat Ion, to roles lgn the reactor cut f a 1 I, and to
oparate L-Reactur In a way that assures a balancd blologl —
cmm”n I ty In the lake. In addltlon The Oepati~nt WI 11 be

7

workl”g with the U.S. Fish and Wlldllfe Serv(ce In usl”g HEP t
(dent I fy and Implement further habitat mltlgat (on measures In
conjunction with the preferrd c-l lng-water mltlytlon alter-
native. Further, a separate NEPA revlen W( I 1 be conducted on
the SRP gro”nd~ater protect fon program.

Sincerely,

Bruce Blanchard, Olr=tor
Envlronmntal ProJect Rev{ M
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STATEf.fENT W JOHN C. V I LLFRTH, D IRECTW

Nat(onal Center for Devices
and Radlologlcal Health

Food and Drug Adml n(strat Ion
Rockvl I le. MD 20857

Mr. M. J. Sires, 111
Ass Istant Manater for Hea Ith,

Safety and Envlrc.nw”t
U.S. Departmnt of Energy
Savannah R(ver Operat (ens Off (ce
P. o. ZOx A
A(ken, South Carol (na 29801

Dear Mr. S(res:

~ The Nat (o”al Center for Devices and Rad(o log fcal Health Staff
WI has revfewd the Oraft Envlronfmnta I Impact Statemnt (OE IS)

z related to the L-Reactor Operation at the Savannah River
Plant, OOE/E I S-OIO@, dated Septemkr 1983. our ~taf f has
evaluated the public health and safety Impacts assoclatsd w(th
the proposed restart of L-Reactor operations, a“d has the
fol Iowl ng c0mnk3nts ti offer:

FL-1 1. The deslg” of the reactor systems and rad 10 Ioglcal waste Cotnntants noted.
mnagenmnt as descrl bed [n Sect ton 2.2.2.5 provfde adquate
assurance that radioactive mterlals In the affluent WI I I b
n!afntaln%d as Ion as reasonable achievable (ALARA). It appears
that the calculated tise to Indlvlduals and to the population
frcnn ef f Iuent releases frm L-Reactor operat lo”s and frm other
near~ nuclear fac( I It(es Is wlthln current radlatlo”
protect Ion standards.

FL-2 2. The environmental pathways Ident( f (6d I n Sect (on 4.1.2 and Canmnts n.sied. The revised Summry In th Is E I S contal ns
depicted In F(gure 4.6 cover al I possible mfssfon pathways the cumulative total body doses fran L-Reactor Werat(ons and
that could Impact o“ the populations In the envfrons of the
fac( I Ity. The dose canputational wthodol~y and assumptions

other nearby facf I (ties; however, these doses are conta(n~ I n
the narrative rather than In a tab Ie s (ml I.gr to that of Table

(Append(x B) used (n the estfnmtfo” of radfatfon exposure to 5-19 (n the draft EIS.
individuals a“d to populatlo”s wfthf” 80 km. of the sava””ah
River Plant have provided the rmans to wke reasonable
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est Imtes of the doses result f ng fran normal Weratlon of the
L-Reactor and Its support facl I It Ies. Resu Its of these calcu-
Iat(ons are shown In Appendix B, Tables B-7 thrcugh B-48.
Sumn!ary of the dose cmmltmnts are shown (n Figures 4-12,
4-13, 4-14, 4-17, 4-18, and 4-19 and Tables 5-I 1, 5-12, and
5-19. These resu Its conf f rm that the calcu lat6d doses -t the
radiological design objectives. We note that the Summary con-
tains a Table S-! wh(ch (s a sumwry of the maximum Indlvldual
and regional WPU I at [on total bdy doses from operat(on of the
L-Reactor and SRP sup~rt fac( Iltles and {s the sam as Table
5-12. We blleve (t would b helpful to also Include Table
5-19 In the Summv wh (ch contal ns the cumu I at I ve total bdy
doses from L-Reactor ~eratlons and other nearw fac( I (t fes.
Inclusfon of this table [as Table S-4) would prov(de the reader
with the mans to readl Iy assess the additional Impact of the
L-Reactor operat tons as (t relates to the cumu I at I ve fmpact on
total -bdy fnd(vldual and Ppulatlon doses frm other nearby

~
nuclear facl Ift(es.

& FL-3 3. Dlscussfons In Sect(on 4.2 and Appendfx G on the envlron- Commnts noted.
u. mental Impact of postu Iated accfdents are cons Idered to h an

ad~uate assesswnt of the rad(atlon exposures and hea Ith
fmpacts of atmspherlc releases. It IS noted In Appendix G.3.3
that an onslte Ewrgency Operations Center has b.3en establ (shed
and IS ma lntalnd at SRP to provide (mmdlate and f nformed
response to mftlgate the conswuencs of any site accidents.
The presentation [n Append(x H on of fslte mrgency plannlng (s
considered to ( I ) conta{n the essentfal elements for responding
to ~rgency s!tuat Ions and (2) provfde for not 1f (cat Ion and
coordlnat fon with the South Caro I Ina counties and the States of
South Carol I na and Georg(a.

FL-4 4. The rad Iologfcal fmnftorl ng program as presented in Sec- Cunmnts notd.
tfons 6. I.1, 6.2.2, 6.2.3, and 6.2.4 appears to provide ade-
quate samp I 1ng frequency (n expected environmental exposure
pathways. The ana Iyses for speclf (c radlonuc I Ides are cons (d-
erd suff lclently Incluslve to (1 ) m3asure the extent of m(s-
sfons from the Savannah River Plants, and (2) verify that such
emlss Ions meet the appl I cable radlat (on protect Ion standards.
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FL-5 We are pleased to note that DOE (n July 1983 lnltfatd a Copies of the study when (t is aval I able WI I I be sent to your

two-year program to determl ne the envl ronmnta I effects and off Ice.
s(gn 1f lcance of ml I rig-water Intake and dl scharge support I ng
operations of a 11 SRP product ton reactors [C, K, L, and P ) and
the 400-D area coa I f I red plant. In particular, we are

Interestd in the radlonucl Ide rermbl I (zatlon, deposltfon, and
effects and the radlat (on worker epldemio logical studies. We
wou Id appreciate recelvl ng copies of the study when thv are
aval Iable.

Thank you for the Wportun (~ to revl~ and comment 0. this
Oraft Envfronmnta I Impact Statement.

Sincerely yours,

John C. V I I I forth
O( rector
National Center for OeVf C9S

and Radlologlcal Health



Table M-2. DOE respnses IV canmnts on Draft EIS (continued)

bmment Ccinmnts Res~nses
numb3r

STATEMENT OF T. 7RAV I S KDL~K

Attorney General
The State of South Caro I ( na

Columb(a, %uth Carollna

M. J. S(res, 1 I I Assistant Manager
Health, Safety and Envl ronment
U.S. Oepartn!ant of Energy
Savannah River Operations Off Ice
Post Off Ice Box A
Al ken, %uth Carol I na 29801

Oear Mr. Sfres:

Th Is off Ice has rev(wed the Draft E“vl ronmental Impact Stata-
Wnt prepared for the restart of the L+eactor, as we I I as the
cmmnts sub,nltted ~ other government agenc(%s, pr Ivate groups
and prfvate cltlzens. Based on th [s revleu, I have cone Iuded
that I concur wfth the recunwndatlons of the Envf ronmntal
Protection Agency and others that the Draft E IS Is unsatisfac-
tory In Its present form. My areas of concern relate pr lm3ri I y
to the 1mpacts of reactor oparat ions on groundwater and on the
waters of Steel Creek, and to the reactor *s product Ion of
hazardous waste.

In v op(n(on, the Oraft EIS should b strengthened tn the
fol Iowl ng areas:

FM-1 1. The need to obta(n am NPDES permit under $ 402 of the
Federa I Clean Water Act needs to k gfve” f “1 Ier treat-
mnt. The pr for NPOES permit dld not exempt O“S Ite
streams; ( t ( gnored the reactor *s f mpacts on those
streams. The DE IS also shou I d tmnt Ion that a federal
regulation, 40 CFR 122.47 (a) (2), proh(blts the develop-
Wnt of delayed compl lance schedu Ies for recmmncl ng
discharges such as the L-Reactor. In V(W of these def f-
cfenc(es, the statenent o“ p. 7-7 that DOE ant fclpat~
rece ( v I ng the permit & the end of the year presents an
Inaccurate pfcture of the prospects for a legal restart.

Sect Ion 4.4.2 of the EIS, wh(ch discusses coollngwater m(t(ga-
+ID. a Iter”atlves, has ~“ revlsad &s& on publ Ic canm”+s
received on the draft EIS. Specff(cal Iy, Section 4.4.2 has
&n revised to provide a detaf led dls-sslon of additional
cunbl natl.ans of various coon rig-water Systms. In Sect(o”
4.4.2, each of the coo I f rig-water m(t lgat (on system Is
evaluatsd for attalnf ng the thermal d( scharge I tm(ts of the
State of South Carol lna. Sect Ion 4.4.2 and a revised Append(x
1, Floodpla [n/Wetland Assessmnt, dl scuss the wetland Impacts
of each of the systa cons Ider&.
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2. Fu I I cons fderat (on of the prospect of the L*eactor re-
celvf ng an NPDES permit Is necessary to p lace the restart
on a real lstlc tlmframe wh(ch (f fol Imed, would perm(t
other mlt(gatlon actlv(ttes. Sfnce (t does not appear
POSS i b Ie that the reactor restart au I d occur as won as
the DE IS proJects, the DE IS should give further attent lo”
to m(tlgatlon In other areas.

3. The dl scussfon of CWI i “g-water alternat Ives sbu I d fu I Iy
re Iate each proposal a I ternat I ve to State temperature
standards for C lass B streams. A COIT,P.,(~” of each
a Iternat (ve wlth the State standards would appear neces-
sary for the declslonmaker or the publ fc to understand the
ef feet lveness of the I (steal a Iternat I ves.

FM-2 4. With regard to groundwater contamf”atlon, a numkr of
def ICfencles hava tee” noted fn the ccnnm3nts of EPA a“d

y
Dr. Stern berg, amng others, wh (ch we adopt and incor-
porate bf reference. In particular, while the DEIS men-

W tlons the 33$ f ncrease (n ef f Iuent w Iume at the Fuel

z Fabr(catlon and chemical Processing Facl Iftles, It should
devote mre attent Ion to p Iannd mlt (gat Ion of the effects
of present and future ef f Iuents. The restart shou I d &
mre ful Iy relat~ to DOE!S larger efforts to resolve
groundwater problems at SRP. We WO”I d also note that
Sen. Holllngs, (n sponsoring the bill which led to
Congress, requlrl”g a“ EIS, speclflcal Iy sug~std that
groundwater mlt fgatlon opt (ens ~ covered 1“ deta f 1.

These, In sum~ry’ form, represent the commnts of th IS off Ice
on the DE IS. We recmme”d that you give c lose cons (deratlon
to the other conum”ts subnNtted, especial Iy those Suhltted ~
EPA and the various state agencies.

P lease let nm know what you plan to & with these a“d other
comments subinltted o“ the DE I S ~ State off (cla Is and others.

The Depart,rtant of Energy has ken revlml ng and evaluat lng
a Iternat Ive cc.a I I ng-uater syst~ for L-Reactor. Based on
these revl -s and evaluat (ens, and consultations with repre-
sentat Ives of the State of South Caro I Ina regardl ng a mutual Iy
agreed uwn canpl lance approach, a preferrd cool 1“g-water mlt-
(gatlon alternative (5 ~dentlfled (n this EIS. Th(s preferred
CWI ( ng-ater alternat lve fs to construct a 1000-acre lake b6-
fore L-Reactor res”ms operat Ion, to reds f g“ the reactir o“t -
fal 1, and to operate L-Reactor In a way that assures a ba lanced
biological canmunlfy (n the lake. The Rsord of Oecls Ion pre-
pared ~ the Departrne.t o. this EIS wf I I state the -llng-
water m(tlgatlo” measures that w(I I be taken wh(ch w(I I al low
L-Reactor Werat (on to b9 1n canpl Ia”ce with the co”dftlons of
an NPWS permit to k Issued @ the State of South Caro I(na.

Several nud(flcat(ons han ben made to this final EIS ksed on
the ccxnmnts received. In addltlc.n to the nudlflcatlons to the
discussion of cwllng-water mlt(gatlon alternatives, th!s final
EIS provfdas ~dlt(onal dafa concerning Found water as wel I as
a description of the SRP ground-water programs [n wh [ch the
State of South Carolfna (s participating.
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Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely yours

T. Travis Medlock
Attorn~ General

TTM:rmr
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STATEMENT OF V. 1. ~NTENYOHL

January 30, 1904

Mr. M. J. Sires, Ill
U.S. Departmnt of Energy
Savannah R(ver Operations Off Ice
P.o. &x A
Afken, S.C. 29802

Oear Mel:

F(rst an apology. I looked over the Varfous reports that YOU timnts noted.
have sent me, tut I haven ‘t had t (m to write YW cMm3nts
unti I now. I ‘m sorry about the delay. tiwever, I dontt think
a recftal of al I the things that kept me from Wr(t(ng until now
would ta helpful.

F Irst, a few cmrmnts about Vnvl ronnmntal Consequences of
Restarting L+eactor, Savannah River Plant, Alken, S.C. -
Volume 1 - August 1983:1*

1. The first Itm lfst6d under each topic fn Section 2 mfght
bstter k lab.31 led !CAI Iegatfons, ,, rather than ,ls+a+e~”tg a“d

Cmmnts. VU A casual or -reless reader Might mistakenly assume
that the !iStatemnts and Comments’t had som off Iclal basis.

2. In top IC 2.5 *tGround Water, gv wntfon 1s made of the fact
that new Type I I I storage tanks have not leaked. tiwever,
there IS no mntfon of the sol ldlf Icatlon of the wastes (n the
older tanks; wfth the wastes Soltd( fled, the mter(al does not
leak frm the tanks, even If a leak path shou Id occur.

3. In the sam topfc (t wasntt made clear that the chlorinated
solvents that leaked Into the ground water were degreaslng sol-
vents frm metal fabrlcatfon, and not associated with the Pro-
cessing of rad(oactlve mter(als. The same rl sk of leakage of
degreaslng solvents probably occurs at hundreds (perhaps thou-
sands) of places In the Country where such so I vents are used.
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4. The topic 2.10 ‘Radlat Ion Oose Calcu Iatfonst, contal”s the
usual al legations about the Impact of long-term exposure to
low-level radlatlon. ODE might wel 1 po(nt out that mst of
varies with altitude, the releases from SRP can b expressd as
the qul valent (n radloact (ve exposure to an Increase (n Ioal
alt (tude. I r6cal I having the calcu Iat (on made several years
ago for tr( tium releases; in that case, the result of the cumu-
Iat Ive releases was canparable to Increasing the a Itltuda of
SRP and netghkrl ng area about 7 Inches. I f you had the calcu-
lation made for al I releases, ~ gu6ss wou Id be that the total
Impact wou Id be cofnparable to an altltude Increase of a few
feet. Dbvlously, (f your crlt(~ were sincere, th6f should
lmmed ( ately urge the evacuat Ion of Colorado and New Mexico.
They shou Id e I= worry about the exposure of f I lght crews c.”
mst afrllnes.

My only other -merits (wh(ch ties In with the other report you
sent - ‘tDraft Envlronmenta I Impact Statemnt, L-Reactor Opra-
t Ion, Savannah Rfver Plantn) (s ~ rnncern over the acceptance
by 00E of OHECIS Klnt-ofmr(gln nvnl torlng. If th(s nvnftor-
lng IS done Intel I(gently, (t can b an advantage. tbwever, If
the matter (s not handled with sorm skill, there IS the risk of
repeat Ing the Val Iecl tos problem. You prohbly ~ecal I that GE
used to have a power reactor test station at Val Iec(tos, Ca I 1-
fornla. The site was quite smal 1. The state of Cal ffor”la
ruled that GE cou Id not release any radloactlvlty beyond the
site toundary. Nuw It happens that wet I water (n the area has
a s~l I amunt of natural rad(oact(v(ty In (t. As a cc.”se-
quence, GE cou Id not pump water frm Its wel I and release It
upon the ground, kcause (t might run across the fence I ( ne a“d
thus violate the control ru 1fog, even though the water had
never tin I” the reactor bu ( I d ( “g. Ire” lcal Iy, the nex+-dcor
nelghbr could have a wel I that he used to water the law” wlth-
Out being fn vlolatlon of the reg”latfc.n. Hence, one ca”, t
help who was k(ng protect~ and frm what ty such a regula-
tion. If the close-l” nunltorlng Is used simply to assure max-
(mUm SenS ft(Viw and tO assure that no release of harmf” I
prowrtlons can reach the p“bl (c, then (t can ~ an advantage.
However, If (t (s lnterpretd (n such a fashion that the I lmlt
for the mnltorlng s(te bcome the santa as the I (m(t for
general exposure of the p“bl f c, then It fray k Impract (cal.
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CENTRAL SAVANNAH RIVER AREA
REG 10NAL CLEAR I NGWOUSE ME~AND~

A-95 REV IEW AND ~MENT

TO:
Mr. M. J. Sires
Dept. of Energy
Savannah R(ver Operations Off Ice
P.O. Box A
Alkon, SC 29801

F~M: Mark Senn
CSRA Plannlng and Development Commlsslon

SUBJECT: RESULTS OF REGIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW

Appllcant: Oepartmnt of Energy
Project: L-Reactor Operation - Afken, S.C.
Clear( nghouse tintro I Numkr: GA. 83-09-27-001

The Reg(ona I - level revl - of the above referenced proJect has Cmmants noted.
been cmpleted and the fo I Iowf ng cmwnts n!ade:

x This proposal IS cons Iderd to t8 cons lstent WI th
Reg(ona J and local p tans, programs, and F] Icles
concern I ng such projects.

Th (s proposal Is reccfmwnded for further
development subject to the fol I owl ng
recommndat Ions.

Th Is proposal (s not recanwnded for further
development bas~ on the fol Iowfng ratlona le.




